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Abstract 
The need exists to improve the Navy Corporate Business Course (NCBC) 
evaluation procedures, which have evolved on a rather ad hoc basis.  There may be 
redundancies as well as gaps in the current system.  Further, as with all Navy 
programs, all stakeholders need to have a clear understanding of the returns for the 
Navy investment in the NCBC.  A means for demonstrating the impact of the NCBC 
after participants leave the course and have a chance to apply what they have 
learned does not currently exist. 
The objectives of this study were 1) to review and revise, as necessary, the 
current NCBC evaluation processes, and 2) to conduct research to determine how 
best to address the issue of the returns of the Navy’s investment in this program. 
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Executive Summary 
This research was conducted for Vice Admiral P. Quast (USN, Ret.), Executive 
Learning Officer (ELO) of the Navy.  The ELO sponsors executive education for senior 
Navy officers and civilians.  Among ELO course offerings is the Navy Corporate 
Business Course (NCBC), which is offered five times per year at the Naval 
Postgraduate School in Monterey, CA, and once at the University of Virginia in 
Charlottesville, VA. 
This project was undertaken to develop a system to identify the Navy’s return on 
investment (ROI) for the Monterey NCBC.  While the NCBC uses five evaluation forms, 
including one that is administered for each of approximately 25 course events, all of 
these data measure reactions or perceived course learning; none measures how 
graduates use what they’ve learned in the course, i.e., how their behavior has changed. 
The data collected for the project included a literature review of educational 
evaluation, a review of approximately 8500 evaluations from the past 10 NCBCs, and 
interviews with 44 course graduates. 
The literature review demonstrates the many difficulties of attaching ROI to 
education but suggests that current best practice is to establish a causal link between 
course objectives and impact as perceived by course participants 3-6 months after the 
course has ended. The literature review and the interviews established a solid 
foundation for revising the current statement of NCBC objectives, streamlining the 
current evaluation system, and developing a post-course questionnaire. 
Interviews demonstrated the many positive outcomes of the NCBC and also 
showed that these outcomes cannot be collected by a survey. The researchers 
recommend: 
1. Conduct face-to-face interviews on 5-6 graduates of each NCBC using the 
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conducted 3-4 months after each NCBC in rotating fleet concentration 
areas. 
2. Automate, manage, and analyze the data using a qualitative data analysis 
system. 
3. Create regular reports to demonstrate trends over time and to have—as 
needed at any given time—a database of findings on course impact. 
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Introduction 
The need exists to improve the Navy Corporate Business Course (NCBC) 
evaluation procedures, which have evolved on a rather ad hoc basis.  There may be 
redundancies as well as gaps in the current system.  Further, as with all Navy 
programs, all stakeholders must have a clear understanding of the returns of the 
Navy investment in the NCBC. A means for demonstrating the impact of the NCBC 
after participants leave the course and have a chance to apply what they have 
learned does not currently exist. 
The objectives of this study were 1) to review and revise, as necessary, the 
current NCBC evaluation processes, and 2) to conduct research to determine how 
best to address the issue of the returns of the Navy’s investment in this program. 
Approach 
The following steps were taken to accomplish the objectives:  
1. A literature review of educational evaluation was conducted. 
2. The contents of all of the Monterey NCBC evaluations for the past 10 
course offerings were reviewed. This amounted to a total of over 8500 
documents. 
3. Data from steps one and two were used to design an interview 
protocol. 
4. Twenty-four NCBC graduates were interviewed to determine how they 
had applied what they had learned in the NCBC.  Graduates were 
interviewed by phone, e-mail, or face-to-face at points in time ranging 
from 1-12 months after the course.  Interviewees were selected from 
all of the groups that have quotas for the NCBC. 
5. Findings from steps One through Four were used to revise the 
statement of the NCBC objective and the effects that support that 
objective.  
6. The structure of the NCBC evaluations was analyzed for consistency 
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7. Findings from steps One through Five were used to design a post-
course evaluation to obtain measures of effects/effectiveness (MOEs).  
It is argued that we currently do not collect MOEs and, therefore, are 
not able to determine the ROI for NCBC.  It is further argued below that 
obtaining MOEs is a critical step for developing a logical chain that 
connects courses objectives to course effects, which then 
demonstrates course impact.  As described in more detail later in this 
paper, this “chain of impact” (Martineau & Hannum, 2003) is a 
reasonable approximation of return on investment (ROI) for education. 
8. The evaluation form was pilot tested as a survey and as an interview 
protocol (face-to-face) and by phone on an additional 20 NCBC 
graduates.   
The next sections of this paper provide more detail on findings from all 
aspects of this research.  The paper concludes with a summary of the 
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Summary of the Literature Review of Evaluation of 
Education 
The researchers conducted a literature review of program evaluation for 
training, education, and executive education to determine if there might be some 
new approach to evaluation we were not aware of that could be used to evaluate the 
NCBC.  Evaluation any form of education is an old and inherently difficult process 
because of the difficulty of attributing causality to the educational intervention vs. 
numerous other variables.  While the review did not reveal any break-through 
methods, it served to clarify current thinking and practices regarding ROI in the 
context of learning. 
There are many good reasons for evaluating education—including to improve 
content, speakers, structure, pedagogy, and to demonstrate return on investment for 
program justification; all of those will be addressed here with respect to the NCBC.  
An important point to consider at the beginning of this discussion concerns the term 
“ROI.” In a literal sense, the term refers to program benefits divided by program 
costs (Dennis, 2008), or the calculation of revenue streams or cost savings as a 
result of some intervention. Some forms of training are amenable to computing ROI. 
However, it is generally very difficult to attribute causality and, therefore dollar 
amounts, to an educational intervention vs. other variables, which are described 
below.  Hence, in the context of executive education, the term is used more 
generally to identify positive outcomes for an individual or organization as 
demonstrated through a connection between educational objectives and effects that 
can be assumed to be related to the learning objectives.  
Hernez-Broome and Hughes (2004) of the Center for Creative Leadership 
note that leadership development is usually expensive for any organization; yet, they 
claim that “attempts to quantify its benefits precisely have remained elusive” (p. 31).  
These researchers cite Maratineau and Hannum (2003), who use the term “chain of 
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organizational outcomes.” However, Maratineau and Hannum note that “most 
organizations have not closed the loop through systematic evaluation” (as cited in 
Hernez-Broome & Hughes, 2004, p. 31). 
A variety of tools exist  to demonstrate program gains, including surveys, 
interviews, focus groups, action learning projects to apply course learning after 
students return to their organizations, testing before and after the course, 
retrospective pre-test/post-tests, control versus experimental group comparisons, 
and repeated 360-degree feedback sessions.  Each method has advantages and 
disadvantages; most are costly, time consuming for all concerned, and generally 
unrealistic in real-world organizations.  
The most widely used evaluation framework addresses five different levels of 
measurement (Phillips & Phillips, 2005): 
1. Reaction (Did participants like the program?) 
2. Learning (Did participants learn, or did they change their attitudes, 
knowledge, or skills?) 
3. Transfer/Behavior (Did participants change their behavior?) 
4. Results (Was there any impact on the organization? Were there any 
business outcomes?) 
5. Return-on-investment or “ROI” (What was the cost-benefit ratio of the 
training?) 
The most commonly used type of evaluation measure is a participant reaction 
survey at the end of a course.  These measures (sometimes called “smile scales” 
because they are considered a measure of how much a student likes the course or 
teacher) are useful for collecting feedback to restructure course content, pedagogy, 
or speaker styles but do not measure actual learning, behavior change, results, or 
ROI (Conger & Xin, 2000; Rae, 2002). 
Similarly, measures of learning do not necessarily equate to behavior change, 
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is the retrospective pre-test/post-test design in which students look back to describe 
the state of their knowledge on some topic before the learning experience, and 
estimate how much that has changed as a result of the education (Lam & Bengo, 
2003).  While expensive for the program and burdensome for the student, the 
ultimate result of this process is still only an assessment of learning.  If the goal of 
evaluation is continual improvement of course content and teaching, this method can 
be useful.  If, however, the goal is to determine the value of a program with respect 
to its impact on the organization, evaluators must find ways to measure program 
outcomes. 
In fact, evaluation of any form of learning is difficult because: 
 Isolating the long-term effects of the learning experience as separate 
from other variables (Bersin, 2008)—such as development—based on 
an individual’s experience over time and contamination of the link 
between education and outcomes such as promotion, retention, or 
fitness reports. 
 Committing resources necessary to some of the more sophisticated 
forms of evaluation such as control groups, pre-test/post-test designs, 
action learning projects, longitudinal research, and retrospective 
evaluation. Further, there is a lack of clarity about the real payoffs of 
these forms of evaluation, and it would be unrealistic to attempt them 
in any complex organization such as the Navy. 
 Accommodating the logistical requirements of our particular students 
for approaches such as action learning projects.  Questions arise, such 
as: who will evaluate the work if the students are in transition to a new 
job? Who will define the project? and, How much of an “add on” to 
daily operations can be tolerated in the organization? 
 Quantifying intangible benefits such as, 
- Social networking across the organizations due to building 
social capital with other students (Burt & Ronchi, 2006) 
- Increased job satisfaction (Phillips & Phillips, 2005) 
- Greater organizational commitment  (2005) 
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- Greater exposure to other ideas and perspectives (Yoon, 2005) 
- Refresher for one’s knowledge base (2005) 
In fact, the intangible benefits of executive education may be the most 
important outcome of any course.  The symbolic value of being selected for further 
development, and the positive expectations this may create for loyalty and “payback” 
to the organization may be underestimated because of the soft nature of such 
concepts. 
Similarly, some believe that the difficulties inherent in trying to quantify ROI 
for executive education are such that any attempt is a waste of resources.  Bersin 
(2008), for example, discourages organizations from attempting to measure ROI: 
“often the ultimate benefits of [ ] programs are more cultural than the organization 
realized”. Nonetheless, most organizations know that they must demonstrate some 
organizational impact to justify the investment in such development.   
The literature suggests that a practical and useful approach is to conduct a 
survey three to six months after the course to assess outcomes that are assumed be 
connected to course objectives (Rae, 2002).  This approach is consistent with the 
variant on the term “ROI” for education as mentioned above, and avoids the 
confounding factors and expense inherent in other designs. This was also a 
recommendation by Booze Allen Hamilton in its fall 2008 evaluation of the Executive 
Learning Office programs. Last, this type of survey can provide the added benefit of 
reinforcing learning.   
Conclusions from the Literature Review 
The review reinforces the idea that one cannot determine ROI for executive 
education in the literal sense of attaching revenue streams to learning, and that 
significant benefits of executive education may be intangible.  Because of these 
difficulties, few organizations attempt to determine ROI. However, the literature 
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which, it is suggested, is an appropriate surrogate for ROI.  This framework involves 
creating a tight link between objectives and course outcomes.  
Review of the NCBC Objectives and Effects 
A key objective of the NCBC has always been to enhance the strategic 
thinking abilities of participants so that they may become more efficient and effective 
business managers for the Navy. The Executive Learning Officer (ELO) Vice Admiral 
Quast (USN, Ret.) makes this objective clear on the first day of the course.  He also 
points out that significant benefits will take place from the peer learning and 
networking that occur during the course. More recently, participants have also been 
told that they will take away knowledge of the Navy, the business of the Navy, and 
themselves. It is important to note that these three sub-objectives (which will later be 
described as the intended course “effects”) have evolved because they map to all of 
the course modules. 
The NCBC currently uses five evaluation devices, and a sixth (which we don’t 
control) is given for lodging feedback.  The five we control are: 
1.  “Individual Session Feedback.”  Participants fill out one of these forms 
for each course module and the fitness program.  
2. The “Working Group Feedback” form is used for the one course 
project.  
3. The “Overall Course Feedback” is completed by participants on the 
last day of the course. It provides the opportunity to provide feedback 
on lodging, facilities, staff support, and a final overall rating of content 
and the total experience.   
4. The “360 Feedback and Coaching Evaluation” is completed right after 
the coaching event and provides valuable feedback to both coaches 
and the coaching coordinator. 
5. The “End-of-Course E-mail” is conducted several weeks after the 
course, and participants are required to address if learning objectives 
were achieved, how they plan to use what they learned, and 
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The researchers reviewed the feedback from all of the individual sessions, the 
overall evaluation, and end-of-course e-mail evaluations for the last 10 Monterey 
NCBCs to capture reactions during or shortly after the end of the course. In the first 
phase of this review, the researchers analyzed themes apparent in the data. In the 
second phase, we mapped the themes to course objectives to determine the match 
between student input and course objectives. The result was that most of the data fit 
the course objectives described above—with the exception of intangible factors such 
as motivation to pay back the Navy for its investment in sending students to the 
NCBC.  This is interesting given the emphasis on intangible benefits that was found 
in the literature. 
The evaluation data is primarily very positive.  First, students provide detailed 
critiques of individual sessions, which may include some negative comments.  The 
practice of the ELO has been to eliminate presenters who receive a preponderance 
of negative comments after two appearances at the NCBC, so we expected to see a 
predominance of positive feedback. However, it should be noted that every NCBC 
involves several new presentations.  The goal of the ELO for program design is to 
add new materials with every course offering to ensure that students are exposed to 
the most recent information relevant to the Navy. 
The overall and end-of-course e-mail feedback tended to be even more 
positive than that given for the individual sessions.  Even negative comments were 
made constructively, and students almost always added that anything negative was 
far outweighed by the positive. 
The importance of this review was that the findings were used to design the 
interview protocol that we used to collect data from participants to determine how 
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Findings from the Interviews with NCBC Graduates 
The set of 24 NCBC graduates interviewed was comprised of three senior -
level civilians and 21 Navy captains representing the following communities: seven 
in Aviation, four in Surface Warfare, four in Submarines, two in Human Resources, 
and one each in Nurse Corps, Meteorology, Intelligence, and JAG Corps.  Of the 
interviewees, there were 19 men and five women. The participants were interviewed 
at points between one and 12 months after completing the NCBC. The majority of 
these interviews were conducted at the four-month point. 
Summary of Findings from the Interviews 
The interview protocol was designed as a result of the review of evaluation 
data described above, and it also solicited suggestions for improvement and left 
room for open-ended comments.  (The protocol is shown in Appendix A.) 
Overall, the NCBC is having a lasting impact on graduates with respect to 
enhanced strategic thinking, knowledge of the Navy, business processes, 
development of personal leadership characteristics, professional networking, and 
intangible benefits. Benefits differed across students (for example, those assigned to 
an OPNAV command tended to provide slightly different responses from those on an 
operational tour). The findings heard most frequently are described below. 
Strategic Thinking—“Big Navy” Perspective 
Interviewees felt the NCBC equipped them with a greater understanding of 
their commands’ role/part in this overall strategy.  They feel that, because of the 
NCBC, they are making a conscious effort to (re)develop command strategy to 
better align it with naval strategy. 
The interviewees indicated that the NCBC helped them acquire or strengthen 
their long-term focus in decision-making.  Even while facing daily operational “fires,” 
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focus/perspective and considering long-term goals when making strategy or policy 
decisions.  As one interviewee stated, the NCBC helps “senior leaders look to the 
future and think of how to get there.” 
In addition, interviewees valued developing a greater ability to strategically 
communicate the rationale behind Navy strategy to their individual commands, thus 
unifying understanding and building support for that strategy.  For some, this has 
helped them initiate or be involved with their command’s own strategic 
communication plan, and for others it has assisted them in communicating their 
command’s strategy. 
Last, every interviewee except one stated that, because of their NCBC 
experience, the “lens” through which they view Navy polices and processes has 
shifted away from the tactical toward a more strategic perspective. (The one 
exception has been in a high-level job in the Pentagon for 15 years.) 
Business Processes of the Navy 
Many NCBC graduates interviewed indicate that, since completing the 
course, they are attempting to link/match the budget (financial allocations, execution) 
to the strategy—thus trying to make the right financial decisions to meet the strategy.  
Interviews revealed anecdotal evidence that graduates are consciously applying 
NCBC principles; one described that he is no longer practicing the “spreading the 
pain” approach with respect to budget cuts; rather, he is basing decisions on 
prioritization, etc. 
One captain—a deputy commodore—went back to his command and 
reevaluated all of his process based on what he had learned.  Working with his 
immediate boss, also an NCBC graduate, they identified staff to send to the ELO’s 
workshops in Effects Metrics and Risk and Strategic Communications.  With this 
core group, they have been able (in the year since the course) to gain efficiencies in 
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improvements are entirely attributable what he and his boss and staff learned from 
the NCBC. 
Some graduates cited that the NCBC motivated them to provide critical 
follow-up after a process is set in place—in essence establishing a “battle rhythm” 
for new business processes to ensure improved practices do not die on the vine. 
Other interviewees commented on finding themselves looking for more 
innovative solutions to problems and encouraging/empowering their direct reports to 
do the same. They found themselves using a “whole goals” approach to strategy 
formulation and using to various degrees other tools learned in the NCBC. For 
example, one graduate commented: 
I am trying to work more diligently on strategic thinking, planning, and 
strategic communication. 
Knowledge of Self—Personal Leadership Development  
Overall, interviewees felt the NCBC positively impacted their leadership style 
or abilities to some degree—either by increasing awareness of their relative 
strengths or weaknesses, by motivating them as leaders, or by showing them new 
perspectives and approaches more appropriate to their leadership roles.   
Generally, interviewees indicated their personal leadership style was more 
impacted by the 360-degree feedback and by the civilian motivational-type speakers 
(e.g., David Breashears) than by the classroom topical lectures.  Many acquired 
new, changed perspectives of themselves/their roles—as a “bridge” between the 
policy-makers (flags) and the “doers,” as strategic communicators, and as 
implementers of CNO policy. Another dimension of their roles, as stated by one 
captain was, 
I came away with a new realization that we need to stop looking up to have 
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The 360-degree feedback session was valued as a key, memorable piece of 
the NCBC. It increased participants’ awareness of their leadership traits and how 
they are perceived.  For many, the session/report did not offer surprising, new 
revelations to the interviewees; rather it reinforced their recognition of their strengths 
and deficiencies, helped them learn where best to focus, and provided the 
motivation for change. For others, the data in the report was a complete surprise, 
and many wondered why/how they had not gotten such feedback before. 
Almost all interviewees had not created a development plan (the next step 
prescribed by the 360-degree feedback process), nor had they formally met with 
their bosses to review/discuss the feedback—citing not having the time or 
opportunity.  A few, however, indicated they had at least made a development plan 
in their heads.  Many had not thoroughly reviewed the report since the session.   
In the Monterey NCBC, we have changed the 360-degree coaching process 
to provide feedback ahead of time and focus more on a development plan during the 
coaching session. would seem to be very appropriate for getting the maximum 
benefits from the investment in providing 360-degree feedback. 
  Overwhelmingly, interviewees felt the fitness sessions were of great and 
lasting value to them as leaders.  The sessions were found not only to help people 
attain a healthy balance to their lives (thus impacting their decision-making abilities), 
but also to foster camaraderie amongst classmates. Many comments were made 
such as the following: 
The exercise and nutrition program Tracy helped develop for me is part of my 
daily routine and has had a very positive impact on my health. 
Networking 
The opportunity to network with peers was appreciated by the graduates.  
Specific examples were cited in which work had been facilitated by the ability to 
reach out to a connection made in the NCBC.  For example, one civilian from 
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classmate in the NCBC.  Another said, “There are resources I now know of that I can 
reach out to.”  In another comment from a Commanding Officer: 
Because of the NCBC, Captain ___and I have coordinated work—even 
though we are on opposite coasts—that makes our practices more efficient.  
Further, there is not as doubt in my mind that we have also increased our 
readiness—you can’t put a dollar amount on that! 
Many commented that while they may not have used those resources yet, 
they anticipate doing so in the future. Others added that it was valuable to hear 
through class discussions how their peers handle certain challenges. 
However, some commented that while they appreciated the opportunity to 
add to their professional network, the time to do so was negatively impacted by the 
number of course events; it seemed too much of a time commitment in combination 
with requirements imposed by their real jobs while in attendance at the course.  As 
one graduate commented: 
We needed better life/work balance in the class; I thought we’d be able to 
relax more.  I was in class all day, then on the phone with the command all 
night.  Maybe I should have been in the bar with my peers, but I was too tired 
to do anything else after I was finished with class and all the phone calls and 
e-mails. 
Intangible Benefits 
The intangible benefits of the class are illustrated by several comments:  
The group dynamics were very important to the success of the course.  We 
don’t get to socialize with 30 peers at one time—you can be more open with 
thoughts; the bonding, team building and sharing expertise were great. 
I’m very energized to pay back what the Navy invested in me by sending me 
to this course. 
When senior leaders like VCNO and N8 take their time to talk to us, it tells me 
they think we are important and expect good things from us. 
My reaction to the course was, ‘Wow! Senior leadership gets it! This is the 
first time in my career that I have seen a real concern for leadership 




do^ar^qb=p`elli=lc=_rpfkbpp=C=mr_if`=mlif`v - 14 - 
k^s^i=mlpqdo^ar^qb=p`elli=
The NCBC also provided fuel for mentoring for some participants.   One 
graduate actually uses NCBC course materials as a mentoring tool.  However, more 
common is the tendency to help subordinates acquire a strategic focus as well as 
share insights from the NCBC.  In this aspect, the course creates a trickle-down 
effect of leadership development into potential future leaders who serve under 
graduates. One graduate expresses the trickle-down effect of the NCBC:  
We tend to think tactically, since that is where we came from. Now I am trying 
to help my [subordinate] CO’s think more strategically to prepare them for 
future tours. 
Also interesting is the notion that a benefit for the graduates is that they 
become aligned in language and concepts that their seniors have already learned.  
As noted: 
I now understand better what the senior leaders are talking about. 
Roadblocks to the NCBC Chain of Impact 
Overall, the interviews indicate that while many NCBC ideas and tools have 
already been used by graduates back on the job, there are three general kinds of 
impediments to implementing NCBC principles further. By far, the most common 
reason cited for not doing more to implement NCBC principles was lack of time in a 
day.  Graduates indicate that upon returning to their job, they were immediately 
engulfed with pressing problems, making it hard to dwell on lessons learned from 
NCBC.  Most interviewees seemed highly motivated to adopt NCBC principles, but 
many also acknowledged that it really is up to each individual to push him/herself 
into practicing new behavior/ways of thinking; quite simply, change takes effort.   
A few interviewees cited more systemic factors that inherently block 
application of some ideas.  For example, one interviewee felt true efficiency 
suggested by the NCBC is not possible under the cumbersome PPBS system, etc. 
This, however, might be a way of transferring the burden of making good (but hard) 
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contributions. However, most interviewees expressed that they were, in fact, 
choosing to initiate changes or new behaviors/thought patterns. 
Suggestions to Improve the NCBC 
The most common concern expressed by graduates was that the schedule 
was packed too tightly and that the “fire hose” method did not allow them adequate 
time to absorb or digest the material, let alone time to “pause and reflect” during this 
important juncture.  There were several anecdotal concerns regarding specific 
lectures (e.g., out-dated material or too much PowerPoint) but overall, graduates 
had little to complain about with respect to instructors, presentations or course 
material (other than too much material being presented in too little time). As of the 
September 2009 NCBC, more “white space” has been created, and all core faculty 
have reduced the number of power point slides they use. 
Some participants felt they would have been able to focus more on the NCBC 
were they able to take the class between duty assignments, thus avoiding the 
tendency to be distracted by current job responsibilities. 
Some interviewees appreciated the team breakout project at the end of class, 
feeling it enhanced appreciation of group dynamics, while others felt this exercise to 
be frustrating and of little value. 
Graduates only had relatively minor (not major) suggestions for improving 
course content. One recommendation was to trace the budget/financial allocation 
stream all the way down to the Budget Submitting Office to demonstrate matching 
financial allocation with strategy at command level. 
Conclusions from the Interviews 
While there were suggestions for improvement in the NCBC, the feedback 
from graduates was overwhelmingly positive. In spite of being in jobs that are 
dominated by tactical issues, graduates are working at thinking more strategically 
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their business process. All appreciated and, to some extent, benefited from the 360-
degree feedback provided and the peers they added to their professional networks, 
and are energized by the intangible benefits of the course. The end-of-course e-
mails over the last few years show that many graduates consider the NCBC to have 
been the best course they have experienced during their time in the Navy. 
These senior leaders believe there are benefits for the Navy costs of sending 
them to the NCBC, and many have already seen an improvement in their processes.  
Indeed, they believe the NCBC helps refocus their perspectives and behaviors and 
that this can have a cascading impact down through their commands. 
All of the information collected by the researchers up to this point was used to 
refine the NCBC statement of objectives, and the effects intended to achieve the 
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Review of the NCBC Objectives 
The NCBC has evolved over time to stay current with Navy trends.  Changes 
to the course have also resulted from feedback from participants and staff 
observations. Not surprisingly, the original course objectives do not precisely reflect 
the current desired outcomes for the NCBC.  A new statement of the course 
objective and the effects that can be measured are described next. 
Objective 
To develop a cadre of high-potential Navy captains, commanders, and senior 
Civil Service members who think strategically about the Navy and demonstrate on a 
continuing basis the ability to produce more effective and efficient business 
operations.  
Effects 
1. Participants will become more prepared for their roles as senior Navy 
leaders because they will complete the course knowing more about: 
a. Their Navy 
Information to stimulate broadened, strategic thinking about the 
entire Navy versus community- or unit-level perspectives. This 
effect is served by course content but also by learning that will 
take place among their peers in class.  
b. The business of the Navy 
Knowledge of tools and processes that can be used for more 
efficient resource management and effective operations. 
c. Themselves 
Enhanced awareness of personal strengths and development 
needs—both leadership and physical fitness—and the ability 
to address development required to adapt to increasing 
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2. Participants will have the opportunity to form networks with other class 
members that will reduce time and add value as they conduct the 
business of the Navy. 
3. Intangible benefits of the class (e.g., being treated as executives, time 
spent by  senior leadership to speak directly with them, spending time 
with peers for two weeks, and the high quality of the speakers) will add 
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Revision of the Current NCBC Evaluation System 
In the context of the effects-metrics framework promoted in the ELO Effects, 
Metrics, and Risk Workshop, various actions are taken to achieve the intended 
NCBC effects (outcomes), which—in turn—achieve the overall course objectives. 
Actions can be evaluated by measures of performance (MOPs), which are important 
for course design and quality. However, a well-designed course may still not achieve 
the appropriate course effects, which must be evaluated separately by measures of 
effects (MOEs).  Both measures are necessary, but it is only through MOEs that we 
can see the impact of a learning experience and be assured that the Navy’s 
investment in the NCBC is justified. The current ELO evaluation system is designed 
to collect MOPs but not MOEs. Information about the effects of the NCBC is seen 
only anecdotally when comments are volunteered by participants.   
We can begin by looking at the current actions we take to produce course 
effects and ensure that we have consistent MOPs in place. 
Actions 
The actions taken in the NCBC to achieve the effects and, therefore, the 
objective of the course are, to some extent, implicit.  Making them explicit results in 
the following list: 
1. All module content is relevant and/useful to the current and/or future 
jobs of participants. 
2. Presenters are experts in their fields, employ a professional speaking 
style, are able to engage participants with the topic, and make Navy 
applications clear though either examples or class discussion. 
3. The 360-degree feedback coaches are knowledgeable about 
organizational, leadership, and interpersonal issues; they provide 
constructive feedback, and provide excellent guidance for participants’ 
development. 
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5. Technical support for learning sessions is professionally delivered. 
6. Communications prior to arrival at the NCBC, including all information 
related to 360-degree feedback, are clear. 
7. Participant lodging is comfortable and problem free. 
8. The staff is responsive and provides excellent support.  
9. Meals and snacks are varied and high quality. 
10. The course facilities are conducive to a good learning environment. 
We can now turn to the means we use to measure these actions. 
Analysis of Current Measures of Performance  
The current evaluation devices and a mapping to the actions they measure 
are shown in Table 1. 

















Action      
1 X X X  X 
2 X  X  X 
3    X X 
4 X     
5   X   
6   X   
7   X   
8   X   
9  X X   
10   X   
 
The table shows that all actions are measured in at least one evaluation. A 
review of the evaluation devices and the data from the past NCBCs produced by 
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1. The data from the “Individual Session Feedback” evaluations have 
been very useful for speaker feedback and curriculum decisions.  The 
average of the scores on this five-point-scale-form are typically high—
in the 4.4. to 4.5 range for relevance and for the speaker, respectively. 
However, there are items from the form that are not useful (because 
they are not connected to any of the actions, nor do they seem 
necessary). These can be eliminated. Additional data on these topics 
are generated anecdotally on the “Overall Course Feedback” and 
“End-of-Course E-mail.” A proposed revision to this form is shown in 
Appendix B. To get the maximum benefit from this evaluation, all 
presenters need to be encouraged to make a clear statement of their 
objectives. 
2. The reactions to the projects documented in the “Working Group 
Feedback” are often a function of how the project is introduced, and 
are typically not very positive. Since we will likely continue to do the 
projects, we should consider eliminating this process to help cut down 
on survey fatigue. 
3. The “Overall Course Feedback” form provides an important check on 
the support aspects of the course, as well as an opportunity for 
participants to comment on the intangible benefits.  For example, a 
recent comment was, “I feel honored and humbled that the Navy 
thought enough of me to invest in giving me this experience. I will do 
my utmost to ensure that the Navy gets an exponential return on this 
investment.” Additionally, the ratings for content and total experience 
are typically very high (e.g., 4.7 and 4.8 for content and total 
experience, respectively). These are higher than the averages 
produced on the evaluations of each individual module and may reflect 
the perspective of the bigger picture beyond modules, and may even 
include a feeling of goodwill resulting from the intangible benefits. As 
shown in Table 1, this form serves a variety of purposes and should be 
left intact. 
4. The “360 Feedback and Coaching Evaluation” is the only real source 
of information about the coaching experience available and should be 
left intact. 
5. The “End-of-course E-mail” also provides an opportunity for 
participants to comment on intangible benefits and has proven to be 
quite useful for feedback on course content and the total experience.  
More importantly, a review of these data has served as a record of the 
“big nuggets.” It has also served as input into the design of a survey 
three to six months after the course (discussed in the next section of 
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chain of command, it generates positive publicity for the program. This 
evaluation should be left intact. 
Measures of Effectiveness 
With actions and their corresponding MOPs clearly defined, the researchers 
can turn to the question of, “Are the actions resulting in the desired effects, which, in 
turn, will meet the course objective?” 
The course impact can be measured through new survey or interview 
questions that correspond to our statement of effects and that are administered 
three to six months after the course.  The researchers created a draft list of 
questions based on all of the data described above and pilot tested it on another 
(different from those used in the initial interviews) 20 NCBC graduates.  The pilot 
test was conducted in two phases. 
The first phase of the pilot test used the draft list of questions as a survey, 
which the researchers used as a prompt for a protocol analysis.  In other words, we 
asked five graduates to think and answer the questions aloud as they went through 
the survey.  Such analysis is typically used to ensure clear wording of the questions.  
What we quickly discovered was that these questions, as used in a survey, did not 
produce the kind of data useful to demonstrating the course outcomes.  For 
example, an answer of “strongly agree” that “I have made changes to my leadership 
style based on the 360-degree feedback coaching” does not begin to address the 
impact of the 360.  It is only with the story behind that answer that we can start to 
see the value of the 360.  Further, it is clear that even with the opportunity for open-
ended responses, graduates were unlikely to spend a lot of time writing out the full 
“story” of the impact of the NCBC. 
The second phase of the pilot test used the questions for interviews. Ten of 
the interviews were conducted face-to-face, and five were completed by phone.  The 
face-to-face interviews were completed in graduates’ work spaces by the researcher 
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of the testing.  Graduates seemed pleased to be visited to have their opinions heard 
and appeared to be very candid in their feedback. It was clear that the face-to-face 
interviews provided the data necessary to demonstrate course outcomes. 
The interview data suggest that a good time for follow-up would be three to 
four months after the course.  This is a good time to learn about efforts already 
underway and/or to reinforce course principles by reminding graduates of the things 
they want to do. 
This approach to demonstrating course impact is supported by the literature, 
is called for by the Booze Allen Hamilton Review of ELO courses, and intuitively 
makes a lot of sense. Senior leaders should be able to tell us whether or not they 
have applied what they learned and whether this investment benefits the Navy. 
An issue that will need to be determined is how the interview data will be 
stored and analyzed in the future.  This must be done in a way that findings and 
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Recommendations 
We recommend that the ELO adopt the recommendations that follow. 
1. Revise the current Monterey NCBC evaluation forms as described 
above. 
2. Implement the post-course impact evaluation protocol shown in 
Appendix C.  Conduct face-to-face interviews 3-4 months after each 
NCBC on 5-6 graduates from across the spectrum of billets, in rotating 
fleet concentration areas. 
3. Automate, manage, and analyze the data using a qualitative data 
analysis system such as “NVIVO.” 
4. Create regular reports to demonstrate trends over time and to have—
as needed at any given time—a database of findings on course impact. 
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Appendix A. Research Interview Protocol 
1. What comes immediately to mind when you think back on the NCBC? 
2. What about the experience did you like the most? 
3. What about the experience did you like the least? 
4. What, if anything, are you doing differently as a result of the NCBC 
experience? 
5. Please comment on the opportunity to meet/network with peers. Anything in 
particular you learned or have been able to accomplish because of this 
network? 
6. Please comment on the opportunity (time and presentations including 360) to 
reflect on your leadership style. Did you create a development plan, and have 
you used it? 
7. Do you feel that you know the Navy better as a result of the NCBC? 
- Comments? 
8. Do you feel that the NCBC enabled you to think more strategically vs. 
tactically? 
- Comments? 
9. What might we do to make the course more effective? 
10. Did Tracy’s sessions have an impact on your fitness routine? 
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Appendix B. Revised Individual Session Feedback  
 
Note: 5-point scale with end points of Strongly Disagree to Agree 
 
 Objectives were clearly explained by the speaker. 
 
 The objectives of the presentation were achieved. 
 
 Content of this module was relevant/useful to my current or future job. 
 
 The speaker’s style was effective for presenting these concepts. 
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Appendix C. Final NCBC Evaluation Protocol 
Job title: 
Total # of people who report to you: 
Time in current job: 
Total # of years in DC jobs: 
 
Probe for examples/specifics where not offered. 
 
1. What comes to mind first when you think about your NCBC experience? 
2. One of our key goals is to help you become more strategically aligned with 
Navy goals.  Please comment on that. 
3. Similarly, we try to help you move along the continuum from tactical to 
strategic thinking. Please comment on that, too. 
4. Were you able to gain more information about “Big Navy” (vs. just your 
service community or organization) by hearing the presentations from senior 
leadership? 
5. Did you learn anything from hearing the different points of view from your 
classmates? 
6. Have you, or will you, leverage your network of peers from the NCBC? 
7. Have you shared anything you learned at the NCBC with anyone in your 
command? 
8. Was the 360-degree feedback session helpful to you? Did you make 
changes? 
9. Were the fitness sessions helpful to you?  Did you make changes? 
10. If not already mentioned, probe the following for what they have used: 
a. Strategic planning 
b. Strategic communications 
c. Leading change/Appreciative Inquiry 
d. Innovation 
e. Negotiating and collaborating 
f. Leading up 
g. Managing risk with effects based thinking 
h. Breshears, EI/IQ, other leadership topics 
11. There are some intangible benefits to the course—separate from course 
content—such as the quality of the speakers, the quality of your peers in the 
classroom, hearing directly from senior leadership, executive-level treatment, 
and the Navy’s investment in sending you to this course. Please comment on 
these factors and any impact they may have had on you. 
12. What do you recommend to improve the NCBC learning experience? 
13. Do you have any suggestions for the nuggets sessions? 
14. Can you think of any other examples of how you have applied NCBC 
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